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1 . The patent number associated with parent application 09/964,487 should be inserted in 
paragraphs 0001 and 0053 of the specification, in the appropriate place. 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: paragraph 0037, line 
5, it appears "positioning sensor locations" would be clearer as —positioning sensors at locations- 
Appropriate correction is required. 

3. The drawings are objected to because: 

in Fig. 9, within the box at the upper right, it appears that "Axis's" should be 
—Axes—; and 

in Fig. 11, within the box at the upper right, it is unclear what is meant by "Rings 1, 2, 3, 
4 & 5" (note that Fig. 1 1 shows four "rings" labeled C1-C4 respectively, while Fig. 12 shows 
five "rings", each simply labeled "C"). 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 12 1(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

4. Claim 22 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(a) for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 22, line 1, it appears that "sensor comprises" should be -sensors comprise- (note 
the plural "sensors" recited in claim 18). 
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5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-17, 24, 27, 47 and 49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 1 and 49, where the preamble of the claim recites plural "sensors" (note e.g. in 
claim 49, "array of ..sensors" and "the sensors"), such that the claim as a whole is directed to 
determining positions of each of the plural sensors, the recitation (line 7) of "positioning at least 
one contaminant sensor..." leaves unclear how the positioning of the other sensors is determined. 

In claim 24, it is unclear with respect to what other element(s) or location(s) the 
contaminant sensor is "remotely positioned". 

In claim 27, it is unclear what is meant by containment sensors comprising "locations" 
perse; i.e., sensors are physical devices "comprising" physical components, which are placed at 
(rather than "comprising") "locations". 

In claim 47, it is unclear if "a detection system" and "a response system" have anything to 
do with the "detecting" and "responding" steps recited in claim 35. 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 


8. Claims 1-2, 4-5, 8, 13, 15-19, 24, 29-30, 32, 34-37, 40 and 47-50 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Gelbard (US 6687640). 
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(Note: the effective date of applicant's claimed invention is considered to be 1/31/03, the 
filing date of provisional application 60/444,369, as the concepts of (i) modeling a "contaminant 
dispersion pattern" and positioning sensors based thereon, and (ii) selectively positioning plural 
contaminant sensors, were not fully disclosed in the parent application 09/964,487; i.e., there is 
no discussion of individual "sensors" in the '487 application.) 

Gelbard discloses a building having rooms (as shown in Fig. 2), at least some of the 
rooms having a "contaminant sensor" therein (illustrated by the dark dots in Fig. 2). As 
discussed in the Abstract and from col. 1, line 26 to col. 2, line 25, airborne contaminant 
concentrations in rooms which lack such a sensor are inferred (or predicted) based on data 
collected by contaminant sensors in rooms which have such a sensor; the measured and predicted 
contaminant sensor concentrations are used to "identify a near-optimal distribution of sensors 
within the building", when the number of available sensors is less than the total number of 
rooms; and, the data can be used to "predict one or more contaminant initial release points". The 
predicting of contaminant initial release points corresponds to "identifying at least one potential 
contaminant release location", as recited in claims 1, 34, 48 and 49; also, simply determining 
which particular sensors return positive readings of contaminants-which is necessary to carry 
out the inference mentioned above-implicitly constitutes identifying a "potential" contaminant 
release location, i.e. the particular room containing the particular sensor having a positive 
contaminant reading. The inferring of airborne contaminant concentrations in rooms which lack 
a sensor, based on data collected by contaminant sensors in rooms which have such a sensor, 
corresponds to "modeling a contaminant dispersion pattern", as recited in claims 1, 34, 48 and 
49. It is implied that once the "near-optimal distribution of sensors" is determined, the sensors 
are then "positioned" according to that distribution (see col. 2, lines 18-20), as recited in claims 
1,34, 48 and 49. 

Regarding claim 18, as implied above (and as specified at col. 1, lines 27-29), Gelbard 
teaches "collecting detection data" from the sensors; it is further implied that the collected data is 
used for "identifying the occurrence of unsafe contaminant levels", where an "unsafe level" may 
simply be the presence of any amount of detected contaminant. 

Regarding claim 35, Gelbard teaches "responding to the contaminant release" as set forth 
at col. 1, lines 29-33. 
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Regarding claim 2, it appears to be implied by the dark "dots" in Fig. 2 of Gelbard (which 
represent sensor locations, as mentioned above, and are characterized as "point detectors" in the 
descriptive matter shown in Fig. 2) that the contaminant release locations are considered "point" 
sources. 

Regarding claim 4, the data collected by contaminant sensors in rooms which have such a 
sensor—which forms the basis for the inference mentioned above— constitutes "input data" for 
carrying out the modeling (i.e. the inference). 

Regarding claim 5, the "inferred" data mentioned above constitutes "at least one 
hypothetical contaminant concentration". 

Regarding claim 8, the "contaminant dispersion pattern" is implicitly based on 
"simulation data", i.e. the inferred data discussed above. 

Regarding claims 13, 19 and 37, Gelbard teaches detecting various types of 
"contaminants" (see col. 3, lines 46-50). 

Regarding claim 15, it appears to be implied in Gelbard that the contaminant sensors are 
"stationary", once placed according to the "near-optimal distribution" discussed above. 

Regarding claims 16-17, 32 and 36, note the discussion of claims 18 and 35 above. 

Regarding claim 24, it is apparent from Figs. 2-3 of Gelbard that the sensors are 
"remotely positioned", both with respect to each other and with respect to a central monitoring 
station. 

Regarding claims 29-30, note the discussion of claims 1, 34, 48 and 49 above. 

Regarding claim 40, Gelbard teaches "implementing protective measures" as set forth at 
col. 1, lines 29-33 (see the discussion of claim 35 above), including evacuation of people from 
the contaminated areas, decontamination of such areas, etc. 

Regarding claims 47 and 50, it is inherent that the "detection" and "response" portions of 
the Gelbard system communicate via an "information technology infrastructure". 

9. Claims 18, 20-22, 35-36 and 38-39 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Dungan (US 6670887), or in the alternative under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Fasano (US 61 14964). 
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Each of Dungan and Fasano teach detecting a contaminant release by collecting detection 
data from selectively placed contaminant sensors, and identifying the occurrence of unsafe 
contaminant levels so as to respond to the contaminant release, wherein the detection data 
includes weather conditions such as wind speed and/or wind direction. See in Dungan, Figs. 1-3 
and 5-5a; col. 3, lines 17-21; col. 6, lines 26-31 and 42-44; and col. 7, lines 25-58. See in 
Fasano, Figs. 1-5; col. 3, line 51 to col. 4, line 12; col. 5, lines 14-35; col. 6, lines 4-8; and col. 6, 
line 54 to col. 7, line 56. 

Regarding claim 22, each of Dungan and Fasano teach using "infrared" and/or other types 
of sensors. See e.g. col. 9, lines 1-2 in Dungan, and col. 4, lines 53-55 in Fasano. 

10. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Dungan. 
Dungan, discussed above, further teaches that monitoring devices 14a-14d (i.e., the 

contaminant sensors) may be "programmed" by a keypad 5 (see e.g. Figs. 5 and 7 and col. 9, 
lines 3-13); in addition, Dungan teaches that the keypad or "data entry apparatus" may be 
responsive to a "remote control unit" (col. 4, lines 17-20), i.e. Dungan teaches that the sensors 
are "remotely programmable". 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 6-7, 9-12, 14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gelbard. 

Regarding claims 6-7, 9-12 and 14, the examiner takes Official Notice that at the time of 
the invention it was well known in the art to incorporate "weather conditions", various 
"contaminant" parameters, certain "background data", "continuous" or "periodic" modeling, 
and/or "mobile" sensors, into a contaminant sensor system and method of the type disclosed by 
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Gelbard (as discussed above), such that it would have been obvious to incorporate any of these 
features into such a system as needed. 

Regarding claim 22, although Gelbard fails to specify the type of sensor used ("optically 
based", "infrared", etc.), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to select an 
appropriate "chemical/ biological sensor" (col. 1, lines 19-20 in Gelbard) from among the various 
of known sensor types, such as one or more of those recited in the claim. 

13. Claims 25-28, 31, 33, 41 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over any of Gelbard, Dungan or Fasano. 

The examiner takes Official Notice that at the time of the invention it was well known in 
the art to incorporate "continuous" or "periodic" data collection/detection, "sampling" locations, 
"background data", "syndromic data", "medical response procedures", and/or closing of "travel 
routes", into a contaminant sensor system and method of the type disclosed by Gelbard (as 
discussed above), such that it would have been obvious to incorporate any of these features into 
such a system as needed. 

14. Claims 42-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gelbard, 
further in view of Reeser (US 4973970). 

The "protective measures" set forth at col. 1, lines 29-33 of Gelbard (mentioned above) 
fail to specify the providing of "alarms", "instructions", "updates", etc. for various persons, or the 
"sealing" of a contaminated building or room. However, such measures are well known in the 
art, as taught by the analogous system of Reeser who teaches "characterizing contamination 
levels" of a selected site, using detectors or "on-site stations" 14,16,18 (Fig. 1) to "detect the 
contamination levels at selected points within the site" (Abstract) and transmit contamination 
data to a "base station" 12; the base station may then generate a "remediation needs report" 48 
providing information useable for "quarantining contaminated areas" and "directing subsequent 
clean-up operations" (col. 5, lines 46-49). Thus, the report 48 of Reeser provides "instructions" 
and/or "updates" which may correspond to "sealing" of a contaminated area. In view of Reeser it 
would have been obvious to incorporate at least "instructions" and/or "updates" in the "protective 
measures" taught by Gelbard, as in claim 42, wherein the "quarantining" taught by Reeser would 
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correspond to "sealing of at least one building and/or room" in Gelbard, as in claim 43; both of 
these measures (when applied to Gelbard) serving to further enhance the safety of persons who 
would normally use the "rooms" in Gelbard, and to isolate the contaminant and facilitate its 
removal from such "rooms". 

15. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gelbard, further 
in view of Berry (US 6293861), cited by applicant. 

(Note: since the effective date of applicant's claimed invention is considered to be 
1/31/03 as discussed above, the Berry '861 patent qualifies as prior art under 35 USC 102(b)). 

Where Gelbard teaches decontamination of an area determined to be contaminated (as 
discussed above with respect to claim 40), and where Gelbard characterizes the contaminants as 
"airborne" (Abstract, line 1), one skilled in the art would have appreciated that a "positive 
pressure system" would be useful to remove the contaminant from the contaminated area. Berry 
'861 discloses an analogous system (monitoring "internal attacks", e.g. in a room of a building) 
and teaches automatically responding to a sensed contamination by having a central processor 
"close off the affected area, and activate (an) over-pressure system" (Abstract). In view of Berry 
'861, it would have been obvious for the "decontamination" carried out by Gelbard to include 
operating a "positive pressure system", in order to efficiently remove any "airborne" 
contaminants from the affected area. 

16. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gelbard, further 
in view of Wicks et al (US 5979565), cited by applicant. 

Where Gelbard teaches decontamination of an area determined to be contaminated (as 
discussed above with respect to claim 40), and where Gelbard characterizes the contaminants as 
"airborne" (Abstract, line 1), it is implied that decontaminating the air involves "introduction of 
clean air", i.e. the contaminated air is implicitly replaced with "clean" air. Regardless, Wicks et 
al discloses an analogous system ("emergency ventilation system for biological/chemical 
contamination") where a response system "conveys life-sustaining air to displace air 
contaminated by biological or chemical toxins" (Abstract). In view of Wicks et al, it would have 
been obvious for the "decontamination" carried out by Gelbard to include "introduction of clean 
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air" per se , in order to enhance the chances of survival of any person(s) who may be trapped, 
unconscious, etc. in the contaminated area (i.e. "room" in Gelbard). 


17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Kulesz et al (US 2004/15336), Burns et al (US 6941806), Raeth et al (US 2003/65409), 
Malobabic (US 2005/1 18704), Krajci (US 6182497), Berger (US 653931 1), Hopmeier (US 
2002/86430), Ghahramani (US 6664898), Wood (US 6946644), Gergely (US 4446370), Meyers 
(US 4058802) and Milly (US 4135092) are cited to further show the state of the art. 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Mullen, Jr. whose telephone number is 571-272-2965. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 6:30 AM to 4 PM. The 
examiner can also be reached on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu, can be reached on (571) 272-2964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2600. 


TJM 
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